INTRODUCTION
Workers in the United Kingdom (UK) have been subject to various controls and obligations to their employer since they first began selling their labour (and these 3 areas including parental leave, 5 working time, 6 and rights for part-timers. 7 Many of the employment rights enjoyed by workers in the UK have derived specifically from EU legislative provisions and the EU is the body which appears to be proactive in seeking to protect workers' health, and their safety at work, whilst also ensuring the 'social' dimension of the Union (beyond a Community) is achieved. The EU as a consequence has been the source of many of the important rights under which workers can now gain protection. Even beyond the laws specially outlined above, the EU through the European Court of Justice (ECJ) has amended and changed UK laws to workers' benefit (as can be
witnessed through cases including R v Secretary of State for Employment ex parte Equal Opportunities Commission 8 and R v Secretary of State for Employment ex parte Seymour-Smith and Perez).
9 Therefore, even if the actual law itself has not derived through an EU Treaty Article, Regulation or Directive, it may still be subject to control through enforcement mechanisms designed to protect citizens of the EU. As the Member State has an obligation to transpose the effects of a Directive, 10 and because many protective employment rights derive from Directives, then the State has an obligation to ensure that those laws are given their full and complete effect by the prescribed deadline. 5 Council Directive 96/34/EC of 3 June 1996 on the framework agreement on parental leave concluded by UNICE, CEEP and the ETUC. 6 Council Directive 93/104/EC of 23 November 1993 concerning certain aspects of the organisation of working time. 7 Council Directive 97/81/EC of 15 December 1997 concerning the framework agreement on parttime work concluded by UNICE, CEEP and the ETUC. 8 [1994] 1 All ER 910 HL. 9 [1999] IRLR 253 ECJ. 10 Article 249 EC and Article 10 EC provide that where Community measures have been adopted in the form of Directives, Member States are obliged to implement the provisions of the Directives within the appropriate time limit.
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The context of this article is to identify how EU employment laws affect a specific group of workers in the UK and the issues surrounding their accessibility.
In reviewing the literature much research had been conducted theoretically on how the EU has impacted on the obligations and rights for workers. This has included many texts and studies considering access to EU rights through the enforcement mechanisms available (including the doctrines of Horizontal Direct Effect (HDE), Indirect Effect and State Liability). This research was interesting and relevant but it did consider the issue of access to rights in the abstract. It was considered by this author that identifying how the EU had affected an actual group of workers and what implications these laws had for them could extend and concrete this theoretical work. It would also enable the limitations of EU rights to be identified and allow potential solutions to be considered. This investigation derived from conversations with workers, as there was little evidence of an awareness of how the EU affected their rights or the role it played in ensuring the relevant Member State had guaranteed that EU laws were respected and followed in the State's jurisdiction. As there had been a movement with domestic enforcement mechanisms to draft citizens to assist in being watchdogs and assisting the Commission in its role as guardian, this lack of awareness would seriously impinge on this mechanism of control and result, as is witnessed, in laws being denied to workers and there being a lengthy time lag in ensuring these laws were followed in the Member State and thereby being given to workers.
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The article contains empirical evidence from workers' (257 completed questionnaires) from the four major industry sectors in a region of the UK, and from non-legally qualified advisers 11 in the same geographical location, to identify the access to EU laws which these individuals have. The EU based laws considered in this research provided a 'floor of rights' which no Member State should fall below in the protection of workers. The UK's historic inactivity in providing the full extent of EU law rights in the area of social policy has often been to deny this 'floor of rights' to the workers whom need the protection most.
This denial has often been extenuated by workers and their advisers being unaware of the rights they have from the EU ( The argument advanced in this article concludes that the empirical data demonstrate that the workers in the study have limited awareness of their employment rights. This places a focus on the source of advice and representation to the workers, which is undertaken by advisers. The advisers were discovered not to use EU laws proactively, mainly because of the problems of the existing enforcement mechanisms which are expensive and inaccessible.
Therefore this empirical evidence leads to the proposition that EU laws would increase in relevance to workers and advisers, and offer the protection they intended, if Directives (the most common method of establishing employment laws from the EU) could be enforced horizontally. Dougan (2000) for an excellent account of this form of 'disguised' Direct Effect. 20 The term 'worker' is used in its broadest sense. Evidently, differing rights exist for workers under a contract of service (employees) (unfair dismissal and redundancy and so on) than for those employed under a contract for services (independent contractors) but some rights assist all workers -discrimination laws is one such example and unless specially stated the term 'worker' refers to all workers. 29 among others as to the need for an alternative to the current enforcement mechanisms available.
METHOD
The empirical research was conducted through the research tools of selfadministered questionnaires to the workers and a series of semi-structured interviews with the advisers. These had the objectives of reviewing a group of workers' access to rights which derive from EU laws (particularly Directives) and 9 to this end how such access can be made. Further, it intended to discover the level of awareness of the rights which workers in a sample of the UK's industrial sectors have, and their confidence in advice being given to them. It sought to gain insights into the knowledge, training, and nature of advice and litigation skills of those identified as providing advice to affected workers. Finally, it aimed to justify why effective enforcement mechanisms are essential to ensure EU law protects workers and how this could be achieved by a re-examination of the issue of HDE.
The research in this study was interested in identifying how the EU had affected an actual group of workers and the implications of these which could extend the previous theoretical work. As there had been a movement towards domestic enforcement mechanisms to enable citizens to become the 'watchdogs'
and assist the EU Commission in its role as guardian of the Treaty, lack of awareness would seriously impinge on this mechanism of control. Four case study organisations were chosen from the region in the UK which provided the worker respondents to the study. These organisations included representatives from the retail, manufacturing, service and public sectors. The research tool included a question as to the awareness of the workers of sources of information and advice, and this list led to the choice of seven not-for-profit advisory agencies being invited to participate in the research project. Those agencies were Citizens Advice Bureaux, Law Centres, and the trades unions to which the workers were members -including the General and Municipal Boilermakers Union and UNISON.
RESPONSE RATE
The contacts at the various case organisations were informed of the aims of the research, the author's intention for the work and its output, and how the workers at their organisations would be questioned. 320 questionnaires were distributed at the case organisations with 257 responses which were spread thus:
Case The response rate was high due to the commitment of the contacts at each organisation with whom the author had communicated, and the nature of the questionnaire which was based on close-ended questionnaires. The contacts at the organisations, who were employed in a management capacity at varying levels of authority, were interested in the research project and hence were keen in distributing and ensuring as many questionnaires as possible were completed.
Four case organisations were included in the in-depth qualitative study of advisory agencies who would provide advice to the workers in the study. The workers were contacted by means of a self-administered questionnaire which investigated their awareness of rights; their membership of trades unions;
and their willingness to bring actions against the employer and the State.
AWARENSS OF RIGHTS
The workers' awareness of various EU inspired or EU based employment rights was examined as awareness ensured the workers had the information, at the very least, to recognise that they may have an entitlement to protection under the law which would allow further enquiry and advice. of all respondents stated they were aware that they had any rights or protections available to them. This was further made problematic when considered by the characteristics of the respondents. In the service sector organisation only 10%
(5) of respondents gave a positive response to their awareness of Equal Pay while at the public sector 73% (49) of workers considered themselves aware.
Parental Leave was a further area which produced a general lack of awareness with the service sector producing 8% (4) awareness and the manufacturing sector a mere 7% (5). Once again, in contrast with the public sector (73%) (49) it appeared there was an overall lack of awareness of a relatively new and important right which affected the lives of working families. Conversely, the rights of Working Time and Minimum Wage both produced high responses of awareness from all the sectors with 88% (227) and 99% (254) respectively.
These rights affecting many workers in the study, along with the media coverage, 34 Such as the Sex Discrimination (Gender Reassignment) Regulations [1999] and Council Directive 97/81/EC outlined supra at n. 7. 35 Figures without % marks are the actual number of respondents.
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may have had an impact on these figures but they were impressive and may suggest future strategies for wider dissemination.
With overall rates of less than 50% awareness of many of these employment laws, the workers were vulnerable in accessing their EU based rights. The evidence presented in this section derived from the total percentages and figures when all the workers' responses were tabulated. When viewed by the industry sector interesting trends emerge which demonstrate the problems these workers have in accessing their rights. Table 1 (64) 22 (29) 53 (71) 5 (10) 46 (90) 40 (60) (81) 45 (60) 30 (40) 10 (20) 41 (80) 47 (70) (22) 73 (97) 2 (3) 51 (100) 0 (0) 53 (79) 14 ( (69) 5 (7) 70 (93) 4 (8) 47 (92) 49 (73) 18 (27) 
AWARENESS OF EU BASED LAWS
Workers were questioned of their awareness of employment laws to ascertain their access to protective rights, and whether the rights were from the UK or EU.
The workers were also asked if they were aware of the distinction between UK and EU based rights because EU based rights provided obligations on a Member 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION OF LEGAL RIGHTS
In terms of how access can be made to rights, the workers were questioned as to the sources of information used by them, as the source (and the impartiality and expertise) available can have serious consequences for access to rights. Overall the figures were 28% (media); 27% (employer); 26% (trade union); colleagues accounted for 17% and the workers' own research was a mere 2% of responses.
This access clearly has potential problems for workers to this study due to the expertise provided by the media, which will generally be limited to areas of controversy, and by the nature of the news provided by that source: it will be an abridged form and not in great depth. The media also fails to inform of many important rights or substantial up-dates through legislative changes or case law, which limits the quality of this advice, and may have implications as this accounted for the single largest source of information. The employer, being the next single largest source, creates potential problems because of their reliance on UK laws (which are often incomplete transpositions of the EU 'parent') and the fact that many employers avoid the protective employment rights of workers, and as being the source, can provide as much or little access as they choose.
Workers also frequently fail to perform their own research, and hence are dependent upon these sources, which appears to place a barrier to access to justice, and further relies on whether workers are actively informed of their rights or whether they are required to ask about their rights (as inquisitiveness may lead to greater awareness of rights via one of the sources noted above). Overall only 54% (138) of the respondent workers were actively informed of their rights.
The sources of these rights have already been noted as causing problems in accessing rights but it is also clear that as 46% (119) The evidence therefore demonstrates a constraint in the workers' access to EU based rights. Their source of access is also limited and creates potential problems through lack of access, awareness or expertise, which all contribute to the denial of access to justice of workers to this study. As nearly one quarter of the respondents gained information from a trade union then the membership of these unions was an important aspect to gauge.
MEMBERSHIP OF TRADES UNIONS
Membership was considered in the study due to the protections afforded to members by the access to information, newsletters, legal advice, and legal representation to which non-members may not have access. It was further included to consider if trade union members, because of these resources, had higher numbers of respondents aware of employment rights than non-members.
Of the 257 respondents to this research 43% (111) were members of a trade union (see Table 2 ), with the Manufacturing and Public sectors producing the highest percentages -77% (59) and 51% (34), with comparatively low results in the Retail (17% (11)) and Service sectors (14% (7)). The workers from the Manufacturing and Public sector organisations were also the sectors and respondents who had the highest awareness of EU based laws among all the workers and there was a correlation between awareness of rights and trade union membership. The workers without the resources of a trade union may have been more vulnerable to potential abuses by the employer, 36 or lack awareness, 37 and hence not wish to make a challenge through the current enforcement mechanisms. (17) 53 (83) 59 (79) 16 (21) 7 (14) 44 (86) 34 (51) 33 ( rights, an interest in the protection available may be of greater relevance to awareness than membership of a trade union. 36 As lacking the resources to mount a challenge against the employer. 37 As such they would be unlikely to be aware if they were being denied their rights.
PERCEPTIONS OF PROTECTION FROM RIGHTS
The workers' perceptions of their protection from employment laws was investigated because the UK has often fallen short of complete transposition of EU employment laws 38 and the workers' awareness of employment laws may have had an interesting effect on whether they felt protected. Despite the findings that the majority of workers did not have an awareness of many important employment rights, this did not appear to affect their perception of protection.
56% (143) of the respondents stated they felt protected with only 33% (84) of workers stating they specifically felt unprotected. This may have an implication for the role of advisers and requires more publicity of employment rights. This again places a burden on advisers who would have to take into account this lack of awareness and the greater assistance needed, in EU based laws in particular.
WORKERS' CLAIMS BASED ON THEIR EMPLOYMENT RIGHTS
Claims based on workers' employment law rights and these workers' willingness to bring a claim is relevant to any discussion on access to rights. at the CAB). This was particularly relevant for the young workers who dominated the service sector case organisation where only 2% (1) of the respondents noted their potential to bring a claim compared with almost one third of the workers in the public sector organisation (Table 3) . There was a lack of willingness for workers to bring actions to enforce their rights against their employer and this was even less so when the claim was against the State. The workers were questioned if they would bring an action against the State to enforce their rights. This question was asked, not to identify if workers had an awareness of the concept of State Liability, but rather to determine if these workers would even contemplate suing a public body, not the employer, to enforce rights. Bearing in mind the current mechanism to enforce rights in the private sector is generally a State Liability action, if workers were not willing to undertake an action in this way the process of accessing rights is slowed until another worker brings an action which can force the State to alter the law. Only 9% (24) of the respondents stated they would bring such an action against the State and this strongly demonstrates the need for a more accessible enforcement mechanism which involves the employer rather than a public sector institution. These workers were probably unaware of the details and procedures of a State Liability action including costs, time, legal expertise needed, 42 not to mention the fact that all they would essentially be claiming was damages and not the right which they had been denied, and yet they were still reluctant to consider this even in a hypothetical situation. Table 4 identifies the responses across the industry sectors and demonstrates a major barrier to workers using this method of accessing their rights and a need for a more effective remedy. 28% (9) of the public sector respondents stated they would be willing to bring a claim whilst less than 5% (13) of all other respondents would and this is a problem for a State (98) 3 (4) 72 (96) 1 (2) 50 (98) 19 (28) 48 (72)
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Total 64 75 51 67 257
EVIDENCE FROM ADVISERS
The evidence from the advisory agencies was essential to the research to determine their accessibility to the workers, their opportunity to use EU law directly in their advice and how the current enforcement mechanisms may affect their advice to workers -bearing in mind that the CAB and Law Centre were notfor-profit agencies without sufficient funding to finance expensive cases (such as State Liability actions). As the research aimed to extend beyond simply the level and sources of UK workers' awareness of employment laws and rights into the advice which was available to them, then empirical data needed to be gathered from those sources whom the workers had identified both from the pre-survey discussions and the sources they noted in the questionnaire. This evidence was gathered for a qualitative approach to the subject to gain an in-depth awareness of how the advisers of these worker respondents impact on accessing EU rights.
From this material it was discovered that the workers had identified the following sources of help available to them in any claims against their employer or legal issues they may encounter -Solicitors; Citizens Advice Bureaux; Law Centres;
and various trades unions of whom they were aware, or of which they were members. The sources chosen for the research were those which provided advice for free or on a subscription basis as the costs involved would stop the respondents from seeking advice from solicitors, and included the specific trades unions identified by the worker respondents. These agencies were used in this research as the study was from the perspective of the workers and hence was limited to this group of workers' awareness of the sources of help available.
THE ADVISERS' DIRECT USE OF EU LAW
The advisers were questioned as to their use of EU law in their advice as EU law forms a significant part of domestic employment law. The advisers in this research stated that when they researched an issue for a client they predominately referred to domestic Acts or Regulations in the first instance and, whilst recognising it may be governed by an EU law 'parent', rarely used the EU law itself. This is often due to the lack of expertise in EU law from these nonlegally qualified advisers and use of information systems (such as the National Association of Citizens Advice Bureaux (NACAB) 'Information System' as noted by the CAB respondent) which the adviser considered to be unquestionable and always correct. The advisers were therefore more concerned with providing advice on UK law which could be relied upon in tribunals rather than considering the EU dimension which may require interpretation 43 and with no possibility of using HDE it resulted in only a State Liability optionwhich is very rarely used due to its expense. Enabling HDE could allow the relevant Directive to be used directly in an Employment Tribunal and result in its increased use by these agencies resulting in anomalies between the EU and UK laws being highlighted and remedied much earlier than at present.
THE SOURCES OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO ADVISERS
The sources available to the advisers at the case organisations was an important aspect of access to EU law as it might be argued that up-to-date sources, full access to materials and expert legal help would enable the adviser to fully 43 Such as with Indirect Effect which is a method of statutory interpretation. 44 When the case involves a claim of State Liability which is in essence a tort action against the State for damages incurred due to the non-implementation or incorrect transposition of the EU 'parent' law. 45 Enforcing EU rights through Indirect Effect or State Liability are very complex and potentially expensive (in time and money) and these claims were not available to the not-for-profit advisory services of the CAB or Law Centre in this study. 46 research the area of employment law to assist the client. Further, proactive research into the primary sources of law available would enable the adviser to utilise all the relevant sources of information and allow for differences between EU and UK law to be identified, and if appropriate challenged.
There was a distinct difference in the sources available depending upon the advice centre to which they belonged. The advisers at the Local Authority funded CAB and Law Centre did not have a specific legal department and had funding restrictions which resulted in most advice being 'information-based' 48 and limited case work. They were also hindered because advisers did not have lawyers to do this or the time themselves to spend with just one client. In contrast the advisers at the trades unions had information sent to them by their legal department as well as access to solicitors who would represent the client at any tribunal hearing.
The adviser at the CAB stated that they had referrals to, and training from, the local Law Centre who were the experts in employment law offering a free service to people in the district. The CAB used leaflets and publications in the press, but their main source of information came from their membership of NACAB and its 'information system'. While this advisory agency was a generalist bureau and complex issues would be referred to the Law Centre, there may have been a problem with the use of the 'information system'. This resource was regularly up-dated but the adviser stated that they referred to it and as it was 'completely up-to-date' they were unlikely to question whether the law contained on the system was correct: 'I'm hardly going to look at the information on the system and say "oh that can't be right"'. Without the adviser researching the issue themselves there may be a problem in advisers giving the wrong advice until it is challenged, as demonstrated in BECTU.
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At the Law Centre the respondent stated they had the ability to attend training courses, they had access to books and journals and that the centre had resources to ensure they kept up-to-date. However, they did not use both the UK and EU laws together and further, they could not afford to subscribe to 'ECJ Employment Watch'. This had the effect of making awareness of developments and challenges being brought to the ECJ on matters of inconsistencies or clarifications regarding EU law and their transposition more difficult. This limited their ability to proactively advise clients as they had to wait for clarification of the UK laws in relation to EU law and further had to have the time to research these matters themselves.
The trades union respondents had access to legal departments which provided up-dates, leaflets and expertise on any area of employment law which the adviser needed clarification on. This resource was very valuable to the advisers and provided the adviser with an ability to ensure they were fully aware of any developments in the law.
It was clear from this research that there was a distinction in the expertise available to clients and the trades unions had the expert legal assistance, funding and resources to offer the most complete advisory service to clients. This point 27 was further made by the respondents at the CAB and the Law Centre who recommend workers to be members of a trade union for the protection which this affords them.
THE AVAILABILITY OF EXPERT LEGAL ADVICE
The availability of expert legal advice to the respondent advisers was considered as this is fundamental in ensuring the more complex areas of law 50 may be comprehensively accessed. The respondents at the CAB and Law Centre stated that they occasionally had volunteer solicitors working at the centres and access to solicitors providing pro bono work -but this did not extend to EU matters of State Liability as these were beyond the scope of the solicitors' firms expertise.
In comparison to this, the trades unions did have dedicated legal departments that could be accessed for the clients and this extended to and domestic laws, and potentially these advisers would use the EU law proactively due to its recognition in Employment Tribunals.
THE RESEARCH AND TRAINING FOR ADVISERS
With the evidence that many of the respondent advisers do not generally use both EU and UK laws when preparing their advice to clients, one of the possibilities is that they do not have the time to devote to researching these issues. This has implications for the depth and level of advice which these advisers can offer clients. Research into EU law is essential due to its dynamic nature and the continual changes in domestic and European case law which have altered advice (such as changes in the qualification for rights under the Working Time Directive in the BECTU case). There is evidence of a difference in the quality of research materials available at the respondent case organisations which has resulted in research through reading national newspapers (CAB) to a limited amount of legal research on their own time (AEEU). The respondents each stated that any research was conducted outside of their working hours. It was impossible to give the time to research that they would have liked due to the pressure of work and numbers of clients that they had to advise.
The advisers further stated that they had the occasional opportunity for training but found the pressure of work resulted in this being ad hoc and the opportunity for time away from work to attend training courses was unrealistic.
Once again it appeared that limitations were present in advisers being able to place themselves in a position to offer the clients full access to EU law advice.
THE ABILITY OF ADVISERS TO CHALLENGE UK LAW
Each of the respondents at the case organisations were asked if their advisory agency had the capacity and willingness to assist clients in challenging UK law (under the available enforcement mechanism of State Liability). The respondents at the CAB and Law Centre stated that their centres did not have the funds to support such an action, while at the trades unions, the respondents stated that 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE FOR ACCESS TO EU LAWS
This research is linked to the principle of access to justice as the UK has a history of non-transposition or incorrect application of social policy based EU laws. 52 This results in the laws not being directly available to the workers through domestic legislation and requires a use of the available enforcement mechanisms under EU law (Direct Effect, Indirect Effect and State Liability). To be able to enforce EU rights in this way requires a knowledge of the mechanisms and laws of the EU by the advisers and the necessary funds, time and ability to perform research which are corollary with enforcing rights (Hepple and Coussey 1999). 53 or used in the United Kingdom shall be recognised and available in law, and be enforced, allowed and followed accordingly; and the expression "enforceable Community right" and similar expressions shall be read as referring to one to which this subsection applies. 52 Many EU laws, especially in employment and social policy, derive from Directives which give discretion to the Member State on the 'method and form' which these implementing (transposing) pieces of legislation take. This national interpretation can lead to differences between the EU law and the domestic law which is opaque and can serve to deny these rights until identified and clarified in the courts. 53 The authors produce evidence that all those involved in employment law require a good awareness of EU law because of its structure and implications for access to worker protection, particularly in equality matters: "The equal pay legislation is extremely complex. It requires awareness of European Law. Because of the inadequacies of the legislation the tribunals and courts have interpreted it to be effective in tackling discrimination but so doing has meant that the legislation cannot be taken to mean what it says. What the words mean now require detailed awareness of the case law. The Courts have not only put words in to the legislation but have also required words to be ignored... The legislation is now so complex that a well-meaning employer cannot use the legislation as a guide and can fall short of the law" (p. 79).
Access to justice, in terms of EU laws, fundamentally requires that the rights and obligations from the laws are made accessible to those parties to whom the law has decreed, because without such remedies, the law is tainted and of a 'second class' quality (Szyszczak 1996) . 54 bare minimum required by UK law their workers are unlikely to enforce rights against them. Therefore the problem of adviser quality and application of EU law needs to be re-evaluated, along with the issue of accessibility of EU law in the domestic courts.
This article has included an evaluation of advisory agencies' role in accessing EU rights due to their importance in this process. Importantly in this study of workers' seeking advice from these agencies is the longer term consequences which result from the advice they receive.
Evidence from the advisers demonstrate that some simply use the material their organisation provides without challenging the law (the UK's transposition of the EU 'parent') or fail to review the most up to date case law (because of the lack of time or resources). A worker will generally ask for information only once; therefore if they are informed of their rights based on an incorrect transposition under domestic law, for example, then the worker may be denied a right which they were entitled to. This may also result in the opportunity to put right an incorrect transposition or interpretation through a challenge in the courts to be lost. There is consequently the need for a system of checks and balances in the advice provided to ensure advisers in the advisory agencies do use the most up to date materials and use these in providing advice to workers. The majority of workers in this study required assistance on employment rights and particularly so in EU based rights of which very few workers were aware. The system of Quality Marks 63 was used in the free advisory agencies to this study but this still did not provide the access 63 The Community Legal Service provides a system of Quality Marks which provide an external check on an advisory service's level of advice -being for Information; General Help; or Specialist Help.
to the most detailed, or latest developments, of EU based laws and would leave workers without an adequate remedy to their employment problem. The Quality Marks granted and maintained under the Legal Services Commission 64 should ensure the flexibility is granted to enable the advisers to access EU materials and ensure they are fully versed in developments in EU legislation and case law.
A further issue involved in the proactive approach required to ensure access to EU laws is that of the enforcement mechanisms available. A major issue in restricting access in the domestic courts is the denial of HDE. The theoretical and legal reasons for denial of HDE have been discussed and have been dismantled in the literature (Marson 2004) . 65 In essence HDE's adoption would not create a problem for employers because, as EU law is superior to inconsistent domestic law, the employer should be following EU law and consequently should not have to review two sets of laws. Therefore by enabling HDE to come into effect in our courts the employer would be aware of the necessity of complying with EU law rather than relying on the UK's interpretation, and the fact that the government has not transposed the law on time would not stop the effect of the EU law in the UK. Employers currently realise that if the worker has a problem with a non-implemented or incorrectly transposed Directive, the worker, if he or she wants access to it, has to bring a public law action against the State rather than exercising the right against the employer.
The non-State employer enjoys a risk-free disregard for EU law particularly if an 64 It is this body which administers the service and grants the award of Quality Mark (if appropriate) to the advisory service provider. 
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CONCLUSIONS
This empirically based research has demonstrated the problems both workers and their advisers have in accessing EU rights in the UK and has used this evidence to propose the adoption of the enforcement mechanism of HDE. The proposition for HDE has been an area neglected in the literature of the practical need for this remedy and how its denial has implications for an identifiable group of workers rather than the merely hypothetical and theoretical work which has preceded it. Due to their overall lack of awareness of rights, the workers are dependent on their local advisers to be able to appraise them of their rights, and these advisers are consequently the gate-way to access EU laws. Due to this dependence, the advisers have a great responsibility in facilitating access to rights. The advisers have a responsibility to be proactive in their research and advice, they must be competent in their advice (which requires external and internal scrutiny to maintain standards), and to possess the most up-to-date information available with a critical eye on the transposing legislation of EU provisions. The advisers in the study are competent in their jobs, and passionate about protecting the interests of their clients and members. They are however, hindered due to lack of funding, lack of time for research, and lack of sources of information between the advisory agencies. The workers in this study face limitations in accessing their EU rights and require access through action by the EU, the Government, their advisers, and they require the enforcement mechanisms to ensure they are not denied their fundamental employment rights.
